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conformed to the standard laid down in the National Formulary, and was not
physiologically standardized.

On May 16, 1934, a plea of guilty was entered on behalf of the defendant
company, and the court imposed a fine of $70 and costs.

M. L. WiLsoN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

22360. Misbranding of Sal Vet. U. S. v. Sal-Vet Products Co. Plea of nolo
g’?&teAn)dere. Fine, $200 and costs. (F, & D. no. 30269. Sample no.
Examination of a sample of Sal Vet showed that the article contained no
ingredient or combination of ingredients capable of producing certain curative
and therapeutic effects claimed in the labeling.

On December 12, 1933, the United States attorney for the Northern District
of 'Ohio, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
district court an information against the Sal-Vet Products Co., a corporation,
Cleveland, Ohio, alleging shipment by said company in violation of the Food
and Drugs Act as amended, on or about May 6, 1932, from the State of Ohio
into the State of Virginia, of a quantity of Sal Vet which was misbranded.

Analysis of a sample of the article by this Department showed that it con-
sisted principally of sodium chloride (84.24 percent), sulphur (2.35 percent),
magnesium sulphate (2.34 percent), ferrous sulphate - (0.85 percent), charcoal,
and plant material. It contained no tobacco.

It was alleged in the information that the article was misbranded in that
certain statements, designs, and devices appearing on the package label, falsely
and fraudulently represented that the article wag effective as a worm destroyer
and worm expeller in hogs, sheep, horses, cows, or' steers:; effective to keep
hogs and pigs healthy and worm-free; effective to keep milk cows in healthy
condition and to enable them to produce the best possible yield; and effective
as a treatment for milk cows out of condition.

On May 12, 1934, a plea of nolo contendere was entered on behalf of the
defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of $200 and costs.

M. L. WILsoN, Acting Secretary of Angtum.

22361. Adulteration and alleged misbranding of ammoniated mercury
ointment U. S. P. U. S. v. Brunswig Drug Co. Tried to the court.
Judgment of guilty on adulteration charge; not guilty on mis-~
branding charge. (F. & D. no, 30283. ‘Sample no. 1319-A))

This case was based on an interstate shipment of ammoniated mercury oint-
ment which was represented to be of pharmacopeceial standard. Analysis of
the article showed that it contained a smaller proportion of ammoniated mer-
cury than provided by the United States Pharmacopeia.

On November 20, 1933, the United States attorney for the Southern Distriet
of California, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in
the district court an information against the Brunswig Drug Co., a corpo-
ration, Los Angeles, Calif., alleging shipment by said company in violation
of the Food and Drugs Act, on or about July 23, 1932, from the State of
California into the State of Arizona, of a quantity of ammoniated mercury
ointment which was adulterated. The article was labeled in part: “Ammoni-
ated Mercury Ointment U. S. P. Ten Per Cent * * # Brunswig Drug Com-
pany, Los Angeles.”

It was alleged in count 1 of the information that the article was adulterated
in that it was sold under and by a name recognized in the United States
Pharmacopeeia, and differed from the standard of strength, quality, and purity
as determined by the test laid down in the said pharmacopeeia official at the
time of investigation, in that it contained less than 10 grams of ammoniated
mercury, namely, not more than 6.6 grams of ammoniated mercury ; whereas
the pharmacopeeia provides that ointment of ammoniated mercury shall con-
tain not less than 10 grams of ammoniated mercury and the standard of
strength, quality, and purity of the article was not declared on the container,
Adulteration was alleged for the further reason that the strength and purity
of the article fell below the professed standard and quality under which it
was sold. '

It was alleged in count 2 of the information that the article was misbranded
in that the statements, “ One Ounce Ammoniated Mercury U. S. P. Ten Per-
Cent,” and “ Each Ounce Contains 43.8 grains of Ammoniated Mercury ”, borne
on the carton and tube labels, were false and misleading, since the article
did not’ conform to the standard laid down in the United States Pharma-
copeeia, and each ounce did not contain 10 percent of ammoniated mercury, or
43.8 grains of ammoniated mercury, but did contain less amounts.
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